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ABSTRACT 
Transfer of Farm Real Estate 
in Uta~ 1961-1964 
by 
Howard Rasmus Thomas, Master of Science 
Utah State University, 1968 
Major Professor: Rondo A, Christensen 
Department: Agricultural Economics 
vi 
Recorded "arms length" transfers of farm real estate were analyzed 
to determine factors affecting market value and assessment per acre, 
and assessment to market value ratios . 
The data were aggregated by county and geographical groups. The 
geographical groups were made up of counties with similar populat ion 
densities and similar climatic conditions. 
Using multiple regression analysis and tabular analysis, slze of 
parcel, quality of land, and di stance to Salt Lake City were found to 
affec t market value per acre; size of parce l and qual ity of land were 
found to affect assessment and as s essment. to market value rati.os. 
INTRODUCTION 
Origin of thesis problem 
Concern has been expressed in Utah and other states about the assess -
ment and taxation of agricultural land . This concern is evident in other 
states by the amount of legislation recently passed t o adjust their pro-
per ty assessment and tax laws and in Utah by the passing of Senate Joint 
Resolution No. 2 . This resolut ion requires that a proposed constitutional 
amendment to allow farm land to be assessed in relation to its agricul -
tural value be pl aced on t he ballot in the general election to be held 
in Utah in 1968. 
By law, real estate in Utah should be assessed in re lation to its 
market value 1• A study is needed of transfers and market values for 
agricultural land and factors affecting variation in values within and 
among the counties of the state . This is important because assessed 
val ue s for agricultural land will vary according to the manner in which 
market values are estimated. For instance, if assessments are based on 
t he average sales value per acre for farm land being transferred, and 
most of the parcels being transferred are small ones at higher price s 
per acre than large ones, then large parcels could be over assessed in 
relation to their true market value . 
1Market value is referred to in this thesis as the price at which 
land would sell for cash in "arms length" transactions if purc hased for 
its highest value use . Arms length transactions exclude sales by c hurches 
or other non- profit organizations, for fo rced liquidation, and parcels 
transferring between persons of the same family . 
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Another point of concern is the extent to which farm land is being 
transferred for non - farm , higher value uses , and the extent to which such 
transfers may be inf l ating the market value used in de termining the 
assessmen t levels f or all farm land. It is recognized that many demands 
are be i ng made for possession of existing farm land. Pu~chases are 
undoubtedly being made for farm enlargement; residential, ~ommercial, 
and industrial development; recreation; highway improvement; and 
>pecul a ton. 
Objectives and procedures 
The objec t ives of t his t hesis are to de t ermine : 
l. For Utah fo r the years 1961 through 1964 , (a) the number of 
recorded sales of parcel s of agricultural land , (b) the si ze of t hes 
parcels and (c) the quantity of land transferred. 
2. The market value of f arm r eal estate being transferr ed, and 
some of the factors affecting market value. 
3, Reasons for buying and selling. 
4. Changes in use of transferred property. 
5, Methods of financ ing and source of funds for the transa~ tions . 
6. Age and occupa t ion of the buyers and sel l ers . 
7, The relationships between market value and assessed value , 
The da t a for the study were obtained from two maj or sourtes: The 
State Tax Commission, and the buyers and sel l ers of the par el" of 
agricultural l and i nc luded i n the s tudy. 
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The data from the State Tax Commission were obtained from "transfer 
cards ", one for each parcel, on which were recorded pertinent information 
regarding the purchase and sale of all parc els of farm land in the state, 
three acres or larger, i n "arms length " t ransactions between January 1 , 
1961 and December 31, 1964, and recorded in a county court house. The 
transfer cards contained information on size, value , assessment, buildings , 
date of transfer, the legal description of the property, and t e 2ales 
value to assessment ratio . Thes e data, ex~ept for s ale pr1 c es , w.t 
obtained by the State Tax commission from recorded deeds and contra~ts 
and other public documents in the courthouse of each of the 29 counties 
in the state. Sales values were obtained from the buyer or seller if 
not stated on the deed or contract. 
In general, data were available only on transactions whLc h were 
recorded at the time of sale. Most of the sales were recorded on 
warranty deed. Few sales by contract, where the deed is retained by 
the seller or held in escrow until the provisiona of the .ontr ac t ar 
met, are recorded immediately after sale. While use of recorded 
transfers limits the statistical inference which can be made f rom the 
data, there is much that can be learned, because factors affecting the 
value and assessment of recorded transfers undoubtedly affect the farm 
real estate market as a whole, although perhap~ not to the s ame degree. 
Mail questionnaires were used to obtain additiona l information such 
as use of land , type of parcel, reasons for buying and selling, and age 
of buyers and sellers and other personal information. Approximately 
1500 questionnaires were sent to buyers and sellers; of these, 691 
were returned with usable information, 
Elec tronic data processing cards were used to s tore and analyze 
the i nformation from the State Tax Commission transfer cards and the 
returned questionnaires. 
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The summarization of data for objective one was accomplished through 
the use of the computer and the electronic data proces~ing cards con-
taining the information from the State Tax Commission , This Jnfor-
mation was presented in tabular form in the Transfer of Agricultural 
Land section of the thesis , 
The information for obj ectives three, four, five, and six was 
obtained from the mail ques tionnaires , Most of th is informaL ion was 
presented in tabular form in the Transfer of Agricui t ural Land section 
of the thesis , 
The data were summarized and presented by geographical and county 
groups . General climatic cond itions and population dens ity were 
considered when making the geographical groupings. The western group 
is made up of counties whose eastern portion is irrigated and farmed 
intensive ly and whose western portion is arid wa s te land. The north 
central group consists of counties with a relative ly high population 
density and good farm land of various intensities of use, The south-
east group consis ts of coun t ies sparsely populated. 
The analysis of factors affecting market value and assessment to 
market value ratios was accomplished through the use of a stepwise 
multiple regression analysis. Tables were also presented showing var-
iation due to other factors which because of their nature could not be 
included in the regression equation . Tables and figures were presented 
to show relationships among the variables hypothesized to affe~ t market 
value per acre. The number of observat i on was reduced rom 910 to 299 
for these tables in order that all observations would have complete 
information from both sources of data . The regression analysi. u ed 
unequal numbers of independent variables , due t o the lack of ~omp le r~ 
records on all observations. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The need for information concerni ng the operation and charac ter-
istics of the farm real estate market has been evident t o researchers 
and policy makers for many years . There is a large volume of work 
being done at the present time which deals directly or indirectly with 
the operation of the land market. The Maryland Agricul tural Experiment 
Station seems to be the most ac tive in this area. Other ins icution. , 
such as the Kansas Agricultural Economics Department , have had con tinuing 
studie s concerning the assessment and co llec tion of taxes, the tax base 
for state and local government s and the acquiring , holding and trans-
!erring of land property , The Kansas project has been repea ted four 
times since 1925. Anonymous (1953). 
Bell (1963) in the 1963 Annual Report of The Alaska Division of 
Lands quoted a statement made by the director of Alaska ~ ~ in 
April 1960 as to the intent of the publication (Alaska Land Lines) ," ·, , 
to keep the public fully informed of actions contemplated or ac tions 
taken by the division of lands," Bell (1963) also states , "The news-
letter2 also lists sale results and gives details of any negotiated 
transactions entered into by the division." 
One of the most popular means of obtaining farm land market infor-
mation is to analyze farm property transfers. A study in Maryland by 
2The newsletter is the Alaska Land Lines, a period ical publ1cizing 
the land actions throughout Alaska.---- -----
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Murray and Reinsel (1965) used the property transfer approach to 
delineate demand for property, and to determine various factors 
affecting value of land. Six counties were chosen and analyzed. Some 
of the determinants found to be affecting the value of farm land were: 
l. The rate of population growth in these counties was closely 
related to the price per acre of land. 
2. The population density of the six counties was positively 
related to the price per acre of land . This relationship 
was not so strong as the relationship between population 
growth rate and land prices. 
3. Mean income within counties . 
4. The type of road on which the property was l ocated affected 
the price of land, with tracts on better roads sel l ing for 
higher prices per acre. 
5. The presence of water front on a property is apparently con-
ducive to high land prices, since water front property wa s 
selling for higher prices per acre, in four counti s, than 
property without waterfront. 
6. The size of tract and the price per acre of land are inversely 
related, with smaller parcels selling for h igher prices. 
7. An inverse relationship also exists between the distance to 
shopping areas and the price of land per acre, with properties 
closer to shopping areas selling for higher prices . 
' 
Murray and Reinsel also made many observations as to the char-
ac teristics of the l and market such as age of buyers and sellers , 
source. of funds, and rea sons for trans ferring property. 
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Walker (1965) analyzed market prices of farms in Maryland in 
order to discover the effects of nonfarm use on current prices being 
paid for farms. He f ound the foll owing pressures evident in the 
market: 
1. Urban expansion , which not only actua lly resGlts in the less 
of old farm acreage, but also sets up a rad i a tion of nonfarm 
use values , real or speculative, for some distance i nto 
farming areas. 
2 . Desires fo r living locations , es pec ially country estates and 
waterfront farms or acr eages . 
3, Competition of fa rmers within the county o"C area for land to 
expand their size of enterprise and increase thelr effici ency . 
4, Purchasing of farms by farmers from o ther counties or sta tes 
who have sold the ir farms at high prices and have th~ means 
t o pay above farm use value for a larger acreage in a lowtr 
land price area. 
Information can be obtained by collecting transfer information and 
then getting either historical or follow-up information on the original 
transfers . Wa l ker (1955, p. 2) studied the bona fide sale s for 1953 and 
1954, The s ales pr ices were used to find a market value a ssessment ratio . 
The assessment used was that attached to the proper ty prior to the sale. 
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This assessment figure would show the assessors ability to predict a 
parcels value without knowledge of its sale price. 
Walker (1955, p. 3) stated the following: 
Most studies have revealed a decided tendency for larger 
value properties to be assessed at lower ratios to value than 
in the case of smaller value properties. 
Walker (1955) used two average assessment to price ratios for each 
county when making comparisons. The first was a simple average which 
was the simple summation of the individual parcel assessment to price 
ratios divided by the number of parcels in the county. The second was 
a weighted average derived by summing the assessments and sale values 
for all properties throughout the county then dividing the total assess-
ment for the county by the total value of land transferred in the 
county, The weighted averages were computed because, '~eighted averages 
are useful in comparing groups of similar properties in different 
counties. " (Walker, 1955, p. 2) . 
Both weighted and simple averages were presented in the Transfer 
of Agri cultural Land section of this thesis, 
The literature reviewed was helpful in providing some precedent s 
for this type of study . 
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TRANSFER OF AGRICULTURAL LAND 
The objective of this section of the thesis i s to describe as 
fully as possible the da ta used in the study--recorded transfers of 
agricultural real estate. 
Number of parcels 
There were 910 parcels of agricultural land transferred from 
seller to buyer in recorded "arms length" transac tions in Utah between 
1961 and 1964. 
Fo ll owing is a list of t he four years i n the study a nd the number 
of transfers in each year : 
Year Number of transfers 
1961 2ll 
1962 267 
1963 273 
1964 136 
Unknown 23 
Total 910 
The distribution of parcels by the quarter of the year transferred 
is as follows : 
Quarter 
January-March 
April-June 
July-September 
October-December 
Percent of transactions 
27.49 
31.22 
21 . 74 
20 .25 
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More transactions occurred during the second quarter than any 
other while the fourth quar ter was lowest in number of trans actions . 
This implies that farmers are more interested in transferr i ng land 
after the end of the year and before they have invested in the next 
crop. 
Total acreage and size of parcel 
A total of 75 , 304.8 acres were transferred and recorded in Utah 
during the years 1961 through 1964 . The average s ize pa rcel was 82.8 
acres . The average size of parcel per county ranged fr om 10.2 acres 
i n Wasa t ch County to 357.4 acres in Carbon County. Table l gives the 
breakdown of acreage transferred by county and also by geographical 
area. 
The county gr oups which comprise each of the geographi al areas 
are lis ted in the table starting with the We s tern group and moving 
clockwise around the state. The count ies are li sted in alphabetical 
order in their respect ive groups. 
The groups varied distinctly in amount of land transferred and 
average size of parcel, The 28 ,6 25 acres so ld in the Wes tern group 
was the largest amount while the Northern Mountain group had the 
smal lest acreage transferred with 2,048 . 2 acres transferred. The 
Uintah area had t he largest average acreage per parce l with an average 
of 153.4 acres . 
Table 2 presents the frequency of the parcels by size. The same 
format was us ed for presenting this table as was used in Table 1. Fifty 
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Table 1. Acreage of recorded agricultural land transferred, by geo-
graphical group and county, Utah, 1961 - 1964 
Geographical Number 
group and of Total acres Average acreage 
county parce l s transferred per parce l 
Western 223 28 ,6 25 .0 128.36 
Beaver 14 652.5 46.6 
Box Elder 28 3 ,086,0 110.2 
Iron 78 14 , 268 . 3 182.9 
Juab 21 1,650 . 5 78,6 
Millard 66 7, 715 . 6 116 . 9 
Tooele 16 1 , 252 . 1 78.2 
Nor t h Central 242 6, 123. 6 25. 30 
Cache 41 853.8 20 . 8 
Davis 21 261.9 12 . 5 
Salt Lake 22 321.8 14 . 6 
Utah 116 3 ,282 .0 28 . 3 
Weber 42 1,404.1 33.4 
Norther n Mountain 63 2,048.2 32.51 
Daggett 2 43.0 21.5 
Morgan 13 603.0 46 . 4 
Rich 5 201.2 40 . 2 
Su!l11li t 37 1,139.6 30.8 
Wasatch 6 61.4 10.2 
Uintah Area 129 19 , 789,0 153. 40 
Carbon 12 4 , 289.0 357.4 
Duchesne 60 10 , 932.0 182.2 
Uintah 57 4, 568,0 80.1 
Southeas t 91 10 , 092 . 8 110.91 
Emery 16 884 . 7 55.3 
Garfield 16 817.8 51.1 
Grand 15 1,411.0 94 .1 
Kane 7 1,177.9 168 . 3 
San Juan 28 5 , 313.8 189 . 8 
Wayne 9 487 .6 54.2 
South Central 162 8 , 626. 2 53 . 25 
Piute 6 456 .4 76.1 
Sanpete 78 3 , 687.9 47. 3 
Sevier 32 1,391.5 43.5 
Washington 46 3,090 . 4 67. 2 
State totals 910 75 304 . 8 82.8 
Table 2. Distribu tion of transfers of agricultural land by size of parcel, by geographical group 
and county , Utah, 1961 - 1964 
Geographical Percent of transfers b:z: size sroue 
gr oup and No . of Less than 5- 9.9 10- 29 . 9 30 - 59.9 60 - 99 . 9 100-1 99 . 9 200+ 
county parce l s 5 acres acres acres acres acres acres acres 
Western 223 4.93 7.1 7 15.70 21.10 20.62 17 . 93 12.55 
Beaver 14 7. 2 7. 2 28 . 6 28.6 14.2 14 . 2 0 . 0 
Box Elder 28 7. 2 7.2 17.9 21.4 14.2 17.9 14.2 
Iron 78 5.1 5 . 1 18 . l 12. 8 16.6 26.9 15 . 4 
Juab 21 9 . 5 23.8 9 . 5 28.6 14.3 9 . 5 4 . 8 
Millard 66 1.5 3 . 0 9. 1 27 . 3 31.8 12 . 1 15 . 2 
Tooele 16 6 . 2 12.5 25 .0 18. 8 18 . 8 12 . 5 6.2 
North Central 242 17.35 26.85 32.60 15.28 4.13 3 . 30 . 41 
Cache 41 9.7 24 . 4 41.5 22 . 0 2 . 4 0 . 0 0 . 0 
Davis 21 28.6 28.6 33.3 9 . 5 0 . 0 o.o 0 . 0 
Sa l t Lake 22 31.8 36.4 18.2 9 . 1 4.5 o.o o.o 
Utah 116 19.0 27.6 31.8 11.2 5.2 4.3 . 9 
Weber 42 7.1 21.4 33 . 3 26.2 4.9 7.1 0.0 
Northern Mt . 63 14.23 28 . 25 28.75 15 . 60 3.11 9 . 25 1.54 
Daggett 50 . 0 o.o 0.0 50 . 0 o.o 0.0 0 . 0 
Morgan l3 23.1 7 . 7 30 . 8 15 . 4 7.7 7.7 7.7 
Rich 5 20.0 0 . 0 20.0 40 . 0 0 . 0 20 . 0 0.0 
Summit 37 8.1 43.2 20 .0 13.5 2.7 13.5 0.0 
Wasatch 6 16.7 0.0 83.3 o.o o.o 0.0 0.0 
Uintah Area 129 4.65 8.52 10.10 28.68 14 . 73 19. 37 13 . 95 
Carbon 12 o.o o.o 25.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 25 . 0 
Duchesne 60 5.0 1. 7 3 .3 25.0 16 .7 28 . 3 20.0 
Uint ah 57 5.3 l7 .s 14.0 33 . 3 15 . 8 8 . 8 5.3 
.... 
..., 
Table 2. Continued 
Geographical Percent of transfers b:zc size grou~e 
group and No. of Less than 5- 9.9 10-29.9 30-59 . 9 60- 99 . 9 100-199.9 200+ 
county parcels 5 acres acres acres acres acres acres acres 
Southeast 91 6 . 59 20.87 20.87 12 . 08 4.39 18.70 16.50 
Emery 16 6.2 18.9 31.2 12.5 6.2 25 . 0 0 . 0 
Garfield 16 12.5 12 . 5 37.5 6.2 6.2 18.9 6 . 2 
Grand 15 6 . 7 46.7 20.0 6 . 7 o.o 6 . 7 13.2 
Kane 7 28.6 0.0 0.0 14.2 o.o 28 . 6 28.6 
San Juan 28 0.0 14.4 10 . 7 17 . 8 3.6 17 . 8 35.7 
Wayne 9 o.o 33 . 3 22.2 11.1 11.2 22 . 2 0 . 0 
South Central 162 8.65 17.28 32.72 17 . 28 12.96 8.03 3 . 08 
Piu te 6 0.0 0 . 0 50.0 0 .0 16.7 33 . 3 0.0 
Sanpete 78 6.4 16.7 26.9 24 . 4 14.1 10.2 1.3 
Sevier 32 3.1 9 .4 46 . 9 15.6 18 . 8 3 . 1 3 . 1 
Washington 46 17.4 26 . 2 30 . 4 8.7 6.5 4 . 3 6 . 5 
State totals 910 9.67 17 . 4 23.74 18.68 11.32 11.98 7.47 
Percentages may not add to 100 percent due to rounding . 
15 
percent of the parcels transferred were smaller than 30 acres, 30 
percent were between 30 and 99.9 acres, and the remaining 20 percent 
were over 100 acres . 
Parcels transferred near the Wasatch mountains were generally 
smaller than parcels transferred in the less populated, more arid 
portions of the state, For example, over 70 percent of the parcels 
transferred in the North Central and Northern Mountain groups were 
less than 30 acres per parcel. Whereas, less than 30 percent of 
the parcels transferred in the Western and Uintah groups were smaller 
than 30 acres. Small parcels made up .a large percentage of the pop-
ulation of parcels transferred due to the low percentage of whole 
farm transfers. 
Use of land 
The buyers and sellers were asked to indicate their tenure 
arrangement on the parcel of transferred land. In other words was 
the farm used as the basis of a full-time occupation or a part-time 
job, or some other use. Based on the 276 responses to this question 
from sel lers, 21.75 percent of the parcels were being used on a full-
time farming basis with the other 78 . 25 percent on a part-time basis, 
or not at all. 
Both buyers and sellers were asked to indicate the number of acres 
in each of the following uses: 
1. General field crops 
2. Permanent pasture 
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3. Improved dry land 
4. Grazing or woodland 
5. Idle waste 
6. Rural residence 
7. Other non-farm uses 
In addition to the above seven agricultural-use categories, t he 
buyers were asked to indicate the number of acres in the following 
additional three categories: 
l. Commercial development 
2. Industrial development 
3. Housing development 
Tables 3 and 4 show the number of acres in each of these uses 
for the 83 parcels of land where both buyer and seller questionnaires 
were r eturned. Table 3 presents the use before the transaction, as 
reported by the sellers, and Table 4 presents the use of the parcel 
of land after the transaction, as reported by buyers. 
After transfer, there was a decrease in acreage used for general 
field crops, idle and waste, and an increase in permanent pasture, 
improved dry land, grazing and woodland, urban development, rural 
residences and other non-farm uses, 
Reason for selling and buying 
The reason given more than any other for selling the property , 
as indicated by the sellers, was to find a better alter native use of 
capital. Of the sellers responding, 28 percent found a better 
Table 3. Use of agricultural land transferred8 , before transfer, Utah, 1961 - 1964 
Number General Improved Rural residency 
of field Permanent dry Grazing, Idle, and other non-
Counties parcels crops pasture land woodland waste farm uses 
Acres 
Beaver 4 50 4 43 2 110 1 
Box Elder 1 40 0 0 0 0 0 
Cache 2 9 0 0 0 0 0 
Carbon 1 30 0 0 0 130 4 
Daggett 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Davis a· 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Duchesne 1 22 10 0 0 8 0 
Emery 1 15 0 0 0 0 0 
Garfield 1 0 10 0 0 0 0 
Grand 2 0 0 0 31 0 0 
Iron 2 15 0 0 0 614 0 
Juab 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 
Kane 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Millard 1 220 0 0 0 0 0 
Morgan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Piute 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Rich 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Salt Lake 2 0 0 0 0 14 1 
San Juan 2 35 25 0 60 0 0 
Sanpete 19 167 58 58 115 319 46 
Sevier 9 145 176 0 5 35 0 
Surrani t 10 0 0 6 58 126 0 
Tooele 3 35 4 0 0 65 0 
Uintah 4 20 15 0 173 56 69 
Utah 2 0 10 0 0 5 0 
Wasatch 2 13 0 10 0 0 0 
,_. 
"" 
Table 3. Continued 
Number General 
of field Permanent 
Counties parcels crops pasture 
Washington 9 54 9 
Wayne 4 80 12 
Weber 0 0 0 
State 83 955 333 
8 As reported by Sellers 
Improved 
dry Gr azing, 
land woodland 
Acres ·· 
3 220 
0 0 
0 0 
120 664 
Idle , 
waste 
42 
125 
0 
1,649 
Rural residency 
and other non-
farm uses 
34 
0 
0 
155 
..... 
00 
Table 4. Use of agricultural land transferreda, after transfer, Utah, 1961-1964 
Number General Perma- Improved Urban 
of field nent dry Grazing, Idle, develop-
Countie s parcels crops pasture land woodland waste ment Other 
Acres 
Beaver 4 95 5 0 0 11 1 98 
Box Elder 1 38 0 0 0 0 2 0 
Cache 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 5 
Carbon 1 40 10 4 0 105 5 0 
Daggett 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Davis 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Duchesne 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 
Emery 1 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 
Garfield 1 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 
Grand 2 2 0 0 10 19 0 0 
Iron 2 12 0 0 614 3 0 0 
Juab 1 0 3 0 0 0 1 1 
Kane 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Millard 1 120 0 0 40 0 0 60 
Morgan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Piute 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Rich 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Salt Lake 2 0 10 0 0 5 0 0 
San Juan 2 25 0 0 0 15 0 80 
Sanpete 19 180 182 13 212 176 0 0 
Sevier 9 142 164 0 0 32 0 23 
Summit 10 0 6 9 120 27 12 16 
Tooele 3 15 0 5 0 48 0 36 
Uintah 4 3 48 110 62 106 4 0 
Utah 2 0 10 0 0 5 0 0 
Wasatch 2 7 9 0 0 5 1 1 
.... 
>!) 
Table 4. Continued 
Number General Perma-
of field nent 
Counties parcels crops pasture 
Washington 9 35 10 
Wayne 4 85 17 
Weber 0 0 0 
State 83 808 494 
aAs reported by buyer 
Improved 
dry Grazing, Idle, 
land woodland waste 
Acres 
0 13 58 
10 0 92 
0 0 0 
151 1,071 707 
Urban 
develop-
ment 
12 
0 
0 
38 
Other 
234 
13 
0 
607 
...., 
0 
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alternative use for their capital, 16.4 percent retired or sold for 
health reasons, 10. 3 percent thought the land was too distant, in-
convenient, or wanted to change location, 14 percent gave no reason, 
and 10 percent considered the property as either usele ss or at least 
not needed for their operation . The remainder gave other miscellaneous 
reasons . 
The buyers were asked to indicate why they had purchased the 
property. Of the buyers responding, 40 percent purchased to enlarge 
their farms, 16 percent purchased for investment purposes , ll percent 
purchased to become farmer owner -operators, 10 percent purchased a 
building si te for a rural residence and 23 percent gave other reasons . 
Value per parcel and per acre 
The total sales value of the land inc luded in t his study was 
$7,676,090 . The 910 parcels average $8,435 .30 per parcel and $501 . 90 
per acre. Eight of the counties had average values per acre of less 
than $50 . Salt Lake County had the highest with an average value per 
acre of $1,456 .10 ; San Juan had t he lowest with an average value per 
acre of $31 . 40 . This low figure probably reflects the transfer of 
land suitable mainly for grazing . The county with the median average 
value per acre was Daggett County with agricultural land sel ling for 
an average of $103.50 per acre. The total value, average value per 
parcel, and average value per acre are presented in Table 5 for the 
geographical groups and the counties. 
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Table 5. Value of agricultur a l land transferred by geographical group 
and county, Utah , 1961-1964 
Geographical Number Average Average 
group and of Total value per value 
county parce l s value par cel per acre 
Number Dollars Dollars Dollars 
Western 223 1, 749,271 7 , 844.26 61.11 
Beaver 14 77' 995 5 , 571.10 119 . 50 
Box Elder 28 411 ' 467 14 , 695.20 113.30 
Iron 78 737,924 9,460.60 51.70 
Juab 21 86,828 4, 134.70 52.60 
Millard 66 388,941 5,893.00 50.40 
Tooele 16 46' 116 2,882.20 36.80 
North Central 242 2, 881,362 11 '906.45 470 . 53 
Cache 41 . 326,498 7,963 . 40 382.40 
Davis 2l 372 , 497 17,738.00 1 , 422.30 
Salt Lake 22 468 , 576 21 , 298.90 1, 456 , 10 
Utah 116 815,630 7,031.30 248,50 
Weber 42 898,161 21 , 384.80 639.70 
Northern Mt. 63 446 , 212 7,082.73 217.85 
Daggett 2 4 , 450 2, 225.00 103.50 
Morgan 13 88,240 6,787.70 146.30 
Rich 5 112,475 22 , 495 . 00 559 . 00 
Surrani t 37 158 , 297 4,278.30 138.90 
Wasatch 6 82 ' 750 13' 791.70 1 , 347.70 
Uintah Ar ea 129 1,082,139 8 , 388 . 67 54 . 68 
Carbon 12 156,145 13 , 012.10 36 . 40 
Duchesne 60 456 , 837 7,614.00 41. 80 
Uintah 57 469,157 8 , 230 .80 102.70 
Southeast 91 533,986 5,867.98 52,91 
Emery 16 58 , 300 3 , 643,80 65,90 
Garfield 16 117 , 587 7 , 349.20 143.80 
Grand 15 89 , 467 5 , 964.50 63.40 
Kane 7 52 , 929 7, 56 1. 30 44.90 
San Juan 28 167 , 160 5 , 970.00 31.40 
Wayne 9 48 , 543 5 , 393 , 70 99,60 
South Central 162 938 , 120 6 , 068.64 113.97 
Piute 6 48 , 900 8 , 150.00 107.10 
Sanpete 78 379 , 836 4 , 689,70 103.00 
Sevier 32 331 , 405 10 , 356.40 238 . 20 
Washingt on 46 222,979 4 , 847.40 72.20 
State tota ls 910 7, 676 , 090 8,435 . 30 101.90 
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There was a large amount of variation both within and among the 
geographical groups. Beaver and Box Elder Counties were high in terms 
of value per acre in the Western group. Box Elder County could logi-
cally be higher because of the high quality of the land and urban 
pressure along the Wasatch Front. 
Davis and Salt Lake Count ies were high in the North Central group 
wi th the Salt Lake County average value per acre being almost six times 
as large as the average value per acre in Utah County. 
Within the Northern Mountain group, the average value per acre for 
Wasatch County was 13 times the average value per acre in Daggett 
County. 
The average value per acre for the geographical groups range from 
$52.91 per acre in the Southeast group to $470.53 per acre in the North 
Central group. 
Table 6 presents the distribution of the parcels by value per acre 
within the geographical areas and for the state. Over 25 percent of 
the parcels transferred for less than $50.00 per acre. These low value 
parcels were concentrated in the more arid counties of western and 
southern Utah. More than two-thirds of the parcels transferred in 
Davis and Salt Lake Counties sold for more than $700 per acre reflec ting 
considerable value for purposes other than agriculture. 
Assessment to sales value ratios 
Assessment to sales value ratios are presented in two ways , fir~ t 
as a simple average of the assessment to sales value ratios, giving 
Table 6. Distribution of parcels by value per acre of agricultural land transferred, Utah, 1961 -1 964 
Geograph"ical 
group and No. of Price 2er acre 
county pa'rcels $1-50 $51-100 $101-300 $301-500 $501-700 $701-up 
Percent of Earcels in each srouE 
Western 223 42.2 15.2 29 .1 7.2 3 . 6 2.7 
Beaver 14 21.4 35.7 21.4 14.3 7.1 0.0 
Box Elder 28 21.4 3. 6 32.1 14 .3 17.8 10.7 
Iron 78 55.1 10. 2 25.6 5 . 1 1.3 2.6 
Juab 21 23.8 19.0 52.4 o.o 0 . 0 4 . 8 
Millard 66 43 . 9 21.2 25.8 7. 6 1.5 0.0 
Tooele 16 50 .0 12.5 31.2 6.2 o.o 0.0 
North Central 241 4. 1 4.1 17 . 8 22 .0 l7 . 8 34 .0 
Cache 41 2.4 2.4 29 . 3 24 . 4 29.3 12.2 
Davis 21 0 .0 0 . 0 o.o 19 .0 4.8 76 . 2 
Salt Lake 22 0.0 o.o 0 . 0 -9-. 1 22 . 7 68:i· 
Utah 116 7.8 6.9 18.1 23.3 19.0 25.0 
Weber 41 0.0 2. 4 24.4 24.4 7. 3 41.5 
Northern Mt. 63 15.9 4 . 8 25 . 4 20.6 12.7 20 .6 
Daggett 2 o.o 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 
Morgan 13 15 .4 15.4 23.1 0 . 0 7. 7 38.5 
Rich 5 20.0 20.0 o.o 20.0 0.0 40.0 
Summit 37 18.9 o.o 29.7 32 .4 13.5 5.4 
Wasatch 6 o.o o.o o.o o.o 33 . 3 66.7 
Uintah Area 129 32 . 6 l7 .8 33.3 7 .o 4.6 4.6 
Carbon 12 50 .0 8.3 33.3 0.0 o.o 8.3 
Duchesne 60 41.7 21.7 33.3 o.o o.o 3.3 
Uintah 57 19.3 15.8 33 . 3 15 .8 10.5 5.3 
N 
.,. 
Table 6. Continued 
Geographical 
group and No. of Price er acre 
county parcels $1 - 50 $51 - 100 $101 - 300 $301-500 $501-700 $701-up 
Percent of 2arcels in each grou2 
Southeast 91 37 . 4 15.4 33 .0 5.5 4.4 4.4 
Emery 16 37.5 31.2 18.8 6.2 6.2 0.0 
Garfield 16 18.8 12.5 50.0 0.0 6 . 2 12 . 5 
Grand 15 13 . 3 0 . 0 66.7 0.0 13 . 3 6. 7 
Kane 7 42 . 8 14.3 28.6 14. 3 0 . 0 o.o 
San Juan 28 57.1 14.3 21.4 7.1 0.0 o.o 
Wayne 9 44.4 22.2 ll.l 11.1 0.0 11.1 
South Central 162 24.1 14.2 39.5 14 . 2 1.8 6.2 
Piute 6 o.o 50.0 33.3 16.7 0.0 0 . 0 
Sanpete 78 28.2 14.1 50.0 6.4 1.3 o.o 
Sevier 32 12.5 3.1 46.9 34.4 o.o 3.1 
Washington 46 28 . 3 17.4 17.4 13.0 4.3 19.6 
State totals 909 25.2 ll.8 28.7 13.1 7.9 13.3 
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each parcel the same weight, regardless of size, and second as a 
weighted average, The latter was calculated by totaling the assess-
ment for each county and dividing it by the total sales value for the 
county. Table 7 presents both the simple average ratio and the 
weighted average ratio. 
Ratios are presented in Table 7 for three years - -the year of the 
sale, and the following two years. A three-year period was us ed to 
show whether the assessment to sales value ratios changed after the 
year of the sale . A change in the ratios would indicate changes had 
been made in assessed values. There were no significant changes, 
however, in either the simple or weighted average ratios. 
Most of the counties had a higher simple average than weighted 
average ratios. The greater magnitude of the simple average assess-
ment-to-sales-value ratios indicates a tendency for large properties 
to be assessed at a lower rate than small properties . 
The simple average assessment ratio exceeded the weighted average 
as sessment ratio the most for Grand County, with a difference 12.4 
percent, Other southeastern counties such as Garfield, Wayne, and 
Kane also had large differences, 
Rich, Emery, and Piute Counties had weighted assessment-to-sales-
value ratios larger than their respective simple average assessment-
to-sales-value ratios, 
The simple assessment-to-sales-value ratios ranged from 6.5 
percent in Daggett County to 24.0 percent in Grand County, The 
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Table 7. Simple and weighted average assessment-to-sales-value ratios 
for recorded agricultural land transfers, by county, Utah, 
1961-1964 
Year of sale First year after Second year after 
transaction transaction 
Simple we·ight'ed Simple Weighted Simple Weighted 
Beaver 17.9 16.5 17.6 16.1 17.6 16 .1 
Box Elder 16.8 16.7 16.6 16.5 16.8 16.6 
Cache 12.3 11.7 12.3 11.6 12.3 11.6 
Carbon 16.6 14.2 16.6 14.3 16.4 14.3 
Daggett 6.5 2.9 6.5 2.9 6.5 2.9 
Davis 7.2 6.7 7.3 6.7 7.2 6.6 
Duchesne 17.8 15.7 17.8 15.7 17.8 15. 7 
Emery 10.6 19.8 10 . 6 19,8 10.6 19.8 
Garfield 18.4 9 . 8 18 . 4 9 , 8 18.4 9.8 
Grand 24.0 11.6 23.5 ll.5 23.5 ll.5 
Iron 15.8 12.3 16.2 12.4 16.2 12.4 
Juab 21.1 17.0 21.1 17.0 21.1 16,9 
Kane 15.0 9.2 17.7 8 . 2 17. 7 8.2 
Millard 21.0 15.5 21.0 15.6 21.0 15.6 
Morgan 9 .0 6.8 9 , 8 7.7 9. 8 7.7 
Piute 15.2 15,2 15 . 2 15 . 0 15.2 15.0 
Rich 7.2 28 . 7 7. 2 28.7 7. 2 28,7 
Salt Lake 9.4 6 . 0 9.8 6.3 9.8 6.3 
San Juan 13.6 12.5 13.6 12.5 13.6 12.5 
Sanpete 22 . 3 15.5 22 .4 16.1 22.4 16.1 
Sevier 19.5 16.6 19.5 16.5 19.5 16.5 
Summit 10.2 7.0 10.3 7,0 10.3 7 .o 
Tooele 10,1 9.5 10.1 9 . 7 10.1 9,7 
Uintah 17.6 14.0 16. 3 13 . 8 16. 3 13.8 
Utah 11.4 10.1 . 11.6 10.7 11.6 10.7 
Wasatch 11.3 13.1 10.7 12.4 10.5 12.2 
Wa shington 15.3 10.5 15.3 10,6 15.3 12.0 
Wayne 18 . 2 9 , 7 18.1 9.4 18.1 914 
Weber 6.5 6.1 6.4 6 , 0 6,4 6,0 
State average 15.3 11.5 15.3 11.6 15.3 11.6 
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weighted average assessment-to-sales-value ratios ranged from 2.9 
percent in Daggett County to 28 . 7 percent in Rich County . 
Bu i ldings or improvements 
Of the 910 parcels 775 were transferred without buildings . The 
reason for such a large proportion of the parcels transferring without 
buildings could be du.e to the absence of full-time farm sales. There 
were major buildings such as homes or dairy barns on 109 of the 
parcels , but only 56 of these had outbuildings of some kind such as 
granaries and storage sheds. Twenty six of the parcels had outbuildings 
with no major buildings. 
The average value per acre and average size of parce l are presented 
in Table 8 f or each of the four i mprovement c lassif ications . 
Table 8 . Distr ibuti.<>n of agricultural land transferred by degree of 
improvement, Utah, 1961-1964 
Number Average Average 
Degree of of size value 
improvement parcel s acres per acre 
No buildings 775 80 . 6 $ 83 
Major buildings 53 70.0 175 
Out buildings 26 74.4 251 
Major and out 
buildings 56 128.0 141 
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Parcels with outbuildings transferred for an average of $250,68 
per acre, which was the highest average value for the four categories. 
The reason parcels with outbuildings were worth more could be due to 
the fact that few farms were bought with the intention of moving onto 
the farm . Thus storage sheds, barns, and other outbuildings became 
more valuable than major buildings. 
The group of parcels with both major buildings and outbuildings 
had the largest average size per parcel. This may be because whole 
farm units would have both major and outbuildings and would possibly 
be larger than part-time farms or pieces of farms. 
Location of parcels 
Table 9 shows the percent at various distances from selected 
improvements and development areas. More than 89 percent of the 
parcels for which information concerning location was available were 
within 10 miles of a two- lane paved highway, and 55 percent were within 
10 miles of a four - lane or move paved highway. 
The parcels tended to be further away from larger cities than from 
smaller ones. This is indicated by the rise in percent of parcels over 
ten miles from a city of 1,000 to a city of over 10,000--33 percent 
compared with 88 percent. 
The parcels were about as far from industrial property as they were 
from housing development with over 40 percent of the parcels over 10 
miles from each . 
Table 9. Distance·a of parcels to improvements and development areas, Utah, 1961-1964 
Distance Double lane Four lane Town Town City 
paved or more over over over Commerc ial Industrial Housing 
highway highway 1,000 5,000 10,000 property property development 
Miles Number of arcels 
230 167 241 212 195 ll3 105 102 
Percent of Earcel s 
0 - 1 38 . 7 10. 8 5 .4 1.9 .5 8.0 4.8 1.0 
1 - 2.9 36.9 22.2 18.2 10.4 3.6 24.8 21.0 22.5 
3 - 5 . 9 13.5 16.7 27 .o 16 . 0 8.2 38.0 24 . 7 19.6 
6 - 9 . 9 3 . 5 4.8 16.2 10.4 7 .2 8.8 7. 6 10.7 
Above 10 7 .4 4·5 . 5 33 . 2 61.3 80.5 20.4 41. 9 40 . 2 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 .0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
8 Informa tion came from the buyer questionnaire. All distances were not indicated on all 
questionnaires which accounts for the variat i on in number of parr.els in each category. 
\...> 
0 
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Age and occupation of sellers and buyers 
The average age of the 282 sellers answering this portion of the 
mail ques tionnair.e was 50 years, while the average age of the 399 
buyers completing this portion of the questionnaire was 42 years . 
There were 96 parcels of land for which age was known for both 
the buyer and the seller. A paired observation design was used to 
test whether or not the buyers were significantly younger than the 
sellers . The buyers' ages were subtracted from their corresponding 
seller age and the sum of the differences were found and a mean 
calculated . From this information a "t" value was calculated using 
the following formula, 
y - 0 t:.n-
N 
Where 
Y n 
n 
y = difference of the paired observations 
2 
s ss 
0-T 
"£y 2 -~ ss 
n 
The t value calculated for testing the hypothesis that the mean 
of the differences between the buyers' and sellers' age was equal to 
zero was t = 5 , 501 . The tabular t value at the 5 percent level of 
significance and 95 degrees of freedom was t 
lated t = 5.501 was greater than the tabular 
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1.988 . The calcu -
= 1.988 and hence the 
hypothesi s was rejec ted that the mean of the differences in the age 
of buyers and sellers was equal t o zero. The difference in ages had 
a mean of 9.802 and a variance of 3 .1 75 . 
The occupations of buyers changed from before the purchase to 
after. Three hundred seventy one buyers answered the question 
concerning occupation before and 375 answered the question concerning 
occupation after. The following data show the changes that occurred . 
There was an increase in the number of part-time farmers and a 
decrease in the number indi cating a non-farmer status. 
Before After 
Full - time farmer 118 116 
Part-time farmer 103 116 
Retired 10 18 
Non-farmer 140 125 
Total 371 375 
There was also an increase in the number indicating they were 
retired. The reason that more were retired after the transaction 
than before could be that some retiring people were looking for 
small country plots to build homes . 
Seller occupations shifted more than did the buyers. There 
were 268 sellers answering the before part of the question and 252 
answering the second part concerning present occupation. A reference 
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to the following figures shows that there were many changing from 
full -time farmer status to retirement and non-farmer status. 
Before After 
Full-time farmer 78 43 
Part-time farmer 76 56 
Retired 23 42 
Non-farmer 91 lll 
Total 268 252 
Source of borrowed funds 
Buyers were asked to indicate how much of their borrowed 
capital was obtained from the sources listed in Table 10, 
Table 10. Source a of borrowed capital for recorded transfers of 
agricultural land, Utah, 1961-1964 
Percent of 
Number Average Total total 
of loan capital capital 
Source parcels per parcel borrowed borrowed 
Seller 36 $ 7, 721.38 277,970 15.1 
Other individuals 4 4, 081.25 16,325 .8 
Relatives ll 2,755 .36 30 , 309 1.6 
Commercia l banks 77 6,859.48 528, 180 28.8 
Life insurance companies 9 10,315.55 92,840 5,0 
Federal Land Bank 19 12,342.63 234,510 12.8 
Prod. Credit Association 6 7,666.67 46,000 2.5 
Farmers Horne Administration 39 13,315.38 519 , 300 28.3 
Veterans Administration 6 9,350 .00 56 ,100 3.0 
Other 12 2' 281.6 7 27,380 1.4 
State t otal 219 8,351.16 1,828,904 100.0 
alnformation came from the buyer questionnaire 
34 
There were 219 buyers who answered this question, Of these, 77 
used commercial banks , 39 used the Farmers Home Administration , and 
36 borrowed directly from the seller . These 219 buyers reported a 
total of $1,828,904 of borrowed capital averaging $8,351 . 16 dollars 
per parcel , 
The Farmers Home Administration loaned at a rate of $13,315.38 
per parcel for the highest average loan. Those indicating other 
sources of financing borrowed the least per parcel aver aging 
$2 , 281.67 per parcel . 
Commercial banks with a total of $528,180 . 00 of loaned capital 
and the Farmer s Home Administration with $519 , 300,00 accounted for 
over 57 percent of the capital reported . 
• 
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ANALYSIS OF FACTORS AFFECTING SALES VALUE PER ACRE 
The purpose of this section of the thesis is to show whether 
there are any meaningful relationships between sales value and the 
selected variables chosen for this study. The relationships are illus-
trated through the use of a multiple regression model and a series of 
charts and graphs. 
Description of variables 
Two populations were used in this portion of the study. The first, 
with 745 parcels was used in the regression model and included all 
parcels with information concerning one or more of the variables used . 
The second, with 299 parcels was used for tabular analysis and included 
all parcels with complete information on all the variables except 
buildings (improvements). The latter were excluded because a value for 
buildings separate from land could not be estimated. 
A multiple regression model wa s developed to predict the sa les 
value per acre. The model included six independent variables and one 
dependent variable . The six independent variables were: 
1. Miles to Salt Lake City 
2. Miles to a city greater than 5 ,000 population 
3. Size of parcel (number of acres) 
4. Improvements 
5, Improvements squared 
6, Quality of land 
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The first two variables were concerned with the location of par -
ce l s with respect to Salt Lake City and other cit ies of 5 ,000 or more 
population, They were hypothesized to have an inverse relationship 
with market value per acre. An inverse transformation was used on 
these variables in the predicting equation. 
Size of parcel was plotted on a graph with respec t to sales value 
per ac re; it appeared to follow a natural log distribution, ln. The 
ln distribution was skewed to the right with the dependent variable 
being largest at small values of the independent variable. As the 
i ndependent var iable increased, the corr esponding values of t he 
dependent variable decreased at a decreasing rate until running 
assymptotically to the independent axis. The va lue of the dependent 
variable was never negative. 
Improvements were categorized into five groups; no buildings , 
major buildings, outbuildings, major and outbuildings , and major 
building other than residence. Two variables were used based on the 
" improvement" data. The first assumed a linear relat:ionship and t he 
second a s quared relat ionship. The l i near relationship was expres s ed 
as y = a + bx where a was the point at which the function crossed 
the ordinate, b was the s lope of the line and x was the ind pendent 
variable. The square relationship was expressed y - a + bx2 where a 
and b were the intercept and slope respectively , and x2 was t he i nde-
pendent variable. The sixth variable, quality , was developed to 
measure the relative value of different land uses . Field crops were 
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given the highest value and idle waste the lowest. The values attached 
to each of the land use categories followed approximately the relat ive 
value of the land use categories used by assessors in assessing farm 
land. 
Results of regression 
A stepwise multiple regression analysis wa s used for finding the 
regres,ion coefficients of the model . This method perforn1s tbe 
reg r s~ on operations on all the var i ables and then i n s~~ce&sive 
steps deletes the variables having the least effect on the total R2• 
The R2 is the coefficient of determination and presents an e s timate 
of the variability explained by the model. 
The R2 for the entire model was 27 percent, with two of the 
variables, distance to Salt Lake City and size of parcel, accounting 
for 72 percent of it (Table 11). 
The R2 values were too low for the equation to be used for pre-
diction with a desirable degree of accuracy . The model did i ndicate 
size of parce l and the distance to Salt Lake City as important varia-
bles affecting sa les value per acre. 
There are many factors affecting value per acre that are impo ss i-
ble to control when attempting to predict the sales value per acre , 
Each farm or parcel of land is unique, as is each buyer and seller of 
property. The regression model is capable of calculating only those 
relationships which can be quantified, Personal charac teris tics are 
difficult if not impossible to quantify. 
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Table 11. Regression analysi s of the sales value per acre of agricul-
tural land transferred, Utah, 1961-1964 
Step 
number 
3 
4 
5 
6 
Independent variables included 
X(l), X(2), X(3), X( 4), X(5), X(6) 
X(l), X(3), X(4), X(5), X(6) 
X(l), X(3), X(4), X( 5) 
X(l), X( 3) , X(5) 
X(l), X(3) 
X(3) 
R square 
. 2743648 
.2718043 
.261 2964 
• 2427777 
. 1986593 
.1243856 
Deleted 
variable 
X(2) 
X(6) 
X(4) 
X(S) 
X(l) 
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Tabular and graphic analysis 
In order to show the importance of the unquantifiable variables, 
Figures l and are presented. Figure l presents the relationship 
between size of parcel and sales value per acre for each of six sub-
populations . The sub- populations are differentiated by reas on for 
purchase. The difference in the lines can be interpreted as variation 
in sales value per acre due to reason for purchase. The sales value 
per acre for parcels purchased for development were subs tant i ally 
higher than the others, for all size of parcel groups. 
Figure 2 presents the relationship between sales value per acre 
and quality of land for each of the six sub -popu lations discussed in 
Figure 1. As in Figure 1, values were much hi.gher for parcels bought 
for development than the other parcels, except for the very l owes t 
quality land. 
Tables 12 , 13, 14, and 15 present another problem involved in 
analyzing the data. This is the interaction of variables. These 
four tables indicate what is happening to the other independent 
variables a·s sales value per acre is varied with respect to each of 
the independent variables in turn, 
Tables 12 presents the relationship between sales value per 
acre and distance to Salt Lake City. This relationship i s inverse 
as it was hypothesized to be. The other factors affec t i ng s ales 
value per acre can now be observed as distance to Salt Lake City 
increases. First, size increases indicating it may be the in rease 
Sales value per acre 
A 
Acres 
A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 
E. 
-
p. 
To become farmer 
For development 
F'or rura l residence 
To enlarge farm 
Por investment 
Other 
c 6. 
300 350 400 
Figure l. Variation in sales value per acre due to size and reason for purchase , Utah , 1961 - 196~ . 
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ales value per acre 
A. To become a farmer 
B. For deve topmen t 
c . For rural residence 
D. To enlarge farm 
E. For investment 
F. Other 
c 
Quality 
Figure 2 . Variation in sales value per acre due to quality of land and reasons for purchase . 
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Table 12. Variation in sales value per acre, associated with changes 
in distance to Salt Lake City, Utah, 1961-1964 
Miles to 
Miles Number Miles Quality city of Acres Sales 
to of to of 5,000 pop. per b value b S. L.C. parcels S.L . C.a parcel a or morea parcel per acre 
0-59.9 115 38.2 25 . 3 6.4 28.1 $290 
60 - 99 .9 57 79.7 31.2 8.6 56.6 115 
100-199.9 73 135.4 25.6 11.2 109.7 64 
200 or more 54 227.6 17 .4 10.6 118.7 36 
aSimple average 
bWeighted average 
Table 13. Variation in sales value per acre due to changes in size of 
parcel, Utah, 1961-1964 
Size of 
parcel 
acres 
0- 9.9 
10-29.9 
30-39 .9 
100 or more 
aSimp l e average 
bWeighted average 
Number 
of 
parcels 
82 
82 
88 
47 
Acres Quality 
per b of 
parcel parcel a 
5 . 7 26.2 
16.9 28 .6 
54 .9 25 . 4 
301.9 16.5 
Miles to Sales 
Miles city of value 
to 5,000 pop. perb 
S.L .C. a or morea acre 
88.4 6.5 $687 
102.3 8 .0 347 
100 . 1 9.3 148 
141.6 12.6 38 
Table 14. Variation in sales 
Utah, 
Number 
Quality of 
groups parcels 
Less than 
10 93 
10 - 24.9 27 
25 -49,9 104 
Over 50 75 
aSimple average 
bWeighted average 
1961-1964 
Quality 
of 
parcel a 
1.6 
17.4 
29 .8 
50.4 
43 
value due to changes in qual ity of land, 
Miles to 
Miles city of Acres Sa les 
to 5,000 pop. per b value b S.L.C.a or more8 parce l per acre 
121.2 10 . 6 101.4 43 
135.8 7. 0 148 . 3 53 
89.2 9.0 47.0 173 
92 . 0 6.5 34 .0 233 
Tab le 15. Variation in sales va lue due to changes in dis tance to c ity 
of 5 ,000 or more population, Utah, 1961-1964 
Miles to a Miles to 
city of over Number city of Quality Mil es Acres Sales 
5 , 000 popu- of 5,000 pop. of t o per b value b lation parce ls or more 8 parcel 8 S.L.C.a parce l per al:.re 
Less than 5 153 2.3 26.3 87 . 0 32.3 $214 
5-9 .9 . 71 6,8 26 . 6 115.2 74 . 3 75 
10-24.9 45 15.6 21.5 130 . 4 196. 2 34 
25 or more 30 35 .3 20.4 125.2 61.2 169 
aSimple average 
bWeighted average 
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in size which is driving the value per acre down rather than distance 
to Salt Lake City . Quality is also decreasing as distance to Salt Lake 
City increases which would l ogica lly help drive the value per acre down , 
There appears t o be a belt of higher quality land from 60 to 99 , 9 miles 
from Salt Lake City. The di s tance to a c ity of 5,000 or more popula tion 
also increases, adding to the effect of size and quality . 
Table 13 presents the relationship between sales value per acre 
and size of parcel, Both di s tance fac tors increas ed as s ize of parcel 
increased, This indicated smal l parcels were be i ng transferr ed c l ose 
to population cen ters and larger acreages were being transferred 
further away, Quality of land decreased while acreage and the two 
dis tance variables increased, indicating that the larger parcels were 
of a lower quality, and since markel value was also decreasing that 
they sell for a smaller value per acre . 
Table 14 presents the relationship between sales value and 
quality, Since the relationship was strongly positive without the 
complete concurrence of the other factors , qua lity must have a 
definite effect upon the market value. 
Table 15 presents the relations hip of sales value per acre and 
distance to a c ity of 5,000 or more population. There appears to be 
no signif icant relationship between these variables however. 
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ANALYSIS OF ASSESSMENT AND ASSESSMENT TO SALES VALUE RATIOS 
Description of variab l es 
The variables used in analyzing assessment and assessmen t t o sales 
value ratios were the same as those used in ana l yzing sales value per 
acre with two additional independent variables, total sales value, and 
sales value per acre. The same population of 745 parce ls used in the 
regression on sales value per acre was used. 
The dependent variables used in t~e regression analysis were the 
total assessed value and the assessment to sa l es value ratio fo r each 
parcel during the second year a1Lcr sa l e . The reason for using the 
most current assessment figure was to give the assessor enough time to 
adjust t he assessment if he were to do so . Only a few assessments 
were changed after the transfer. 
The regression analysi s will be presented in two sec tions , the 
first section presenting the total assessment analysis, and the 
second , the as sessment to sales value ratio analysis, 
Result s of regression 
Regression on t o tal assessment . Table 16 pres ents each of the 
variables and the transformation used . Since all variables excep t 
value per acre and t otal value were discussed in the previous section 
concerning value per acre, there is no need to give an explanation here . 
The model used was : 
Table 16. Transformation of independent variables for regression 
analysis of assessed value of agricultural land trans-
ferred, Utah, 1961-1964 
Variable 
name 
X(l) 
X(2) 
X(3) 
X(4) 
X(5) 
X(6) 
X(7) 
X(8) 
Independent variables 
Miles to Salt Lake City 
Miles to a city greater than 5,000 
population 
Size of parcel 
Total value 
Value per acre 
Imp'rovement 
Improvement squared 
Quality 
Transformation 
Inverse 
Inverse 
Log (natural) 
Linear 
Linear 
Linear 
Squared 
Linear 
Table 17 presents the appropri~te variables and the R2 for each 
step of the regression analysis . The two distance factors, value 
per acre and the transformed improvements factor have a negligible 
effect on the assessment of agricultural land. The R2 with all 
eight variables in the model is reduced less than .0100 when these 
four variables are deleted. 
The presence of the quality variable as one having a noticeable 
effect upon total assessment indicates that assessors are aware of 
the differences in earning capacity of various parcels of land of 
different quality. 
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Table 17. Regression analysis of assessed value per acre of agricul-
tural land transferred, Utah, 1961-1964 
Step R Deleted 
number Independent variables included square variable 
X(l)' X(2), X(3), X(4), X(5), X(6), X(7), X(8) . 53583 
X(2), X(3), X(4), X(5), X(6), X(7)' X(8) .53575 X(l) 
3 X(2), X(3), X(4), X(5), X(6), X(8) .53549 X(7) 
4 X(3)' X(4), X(5), X(6), X(8) .53386 X(2) 
X( 3) , X(4), X(6), X(8) .52595 X(S) 
6 X(4), X(6), X(8) .48893 X(3) 
X(4), X(6) .44701 X(8) 
8 X(4) . 37092 X(6) 
A regression analysis was also run with the as sessment ratio 
as the dependent variable. The R2 of the model was not large enough 
to obtain the desirable ac.curacy for predicting, therefore , it will 
not be discus sed in the body of the thesis. However , for the interest 
of t he reader and for possible future reference the l is t of variables 
and the table presenting the results of the regression are pre sented 
in Appendix A. 
Tabular and graphic analysis 
Figure 3 s hows the distribution of five total-sales-value means 
and their corresponding total assessment means. Each parcel was 
classified according to its total sales value into five categories. 
These five categories were: 0-$999, $1000-$4,999, $5,000-$9,999 , 
Average assessed value per parcel 
I 
I 
/ 
/ 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
/ 
/ 
/ 
/ 
/ 
/ 
/ 
/ 
/ 
I 
I 
I 
I 
/ 
/ 
I 
I 
I 
I 
207. 
/ 
/ 
Average 
/ 
/ 
/ 107. 
/ 
per parcel 
Figure 3 , Relation bet:.waen assessed value and salp s value, parcels of trans ferred agricultural 
land , Utah , 1961- 1964 
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$10,000-$14,999, and $15,000 and over . The average sales value per 
parcel and the average unit assessment per parcel were calculated for 
each of these five categories and plotted on the graph in Figure 3. 
The full population of 910 parcels was used in preparing Figures 3 
and 4. Appendix B contains this information based on the 299 parcel 
population used in the previous section , 
The three lines on the graph represent a constant 5 percent 
assessment ratio, a constant 10 percent assessment ratio, and a 
constant 20 percent assessment ratio respectively . 
The assessment as a percent of value was high when the total 
sales value was low, and decreased as total sales value increased, 
The total assessment as a percent of value for three of the five total 
value groups was between 10 percent and 20 percent. The assessment 
ratio for the lowest value group was above 20 percent, while the 
highest value group had an assessment ratio less than 10 percent, 
The following are the coordinates of the five points plotted in 
Figure 3. 
Mean of total value group 
$ 483 
2 , 485 
6,737 
12,202 
34 , 236 
Mean assessment for 
total value group 
$ 122 
374 
853 
1,413 
2,644 
Figure 4 shows the relationship between sales value per acre and 
the simple average asses sment to sales value ratio. 
As the value per acre increases the assessment to sales value 
ratio decreases at a decreasing rate, 
Assessment to sales value 
207. 
157. 
107. 
57. 
Assessment to sales value ratio 
Regres sion curve ~ 
y = 17.19 + (-. OlX) 
Average sales value per acre 
..... 
.......... 
.......... 
Figure 4. Relation between assessment to sales value ratio and sales value per acre, parcels of 
transferred agricultural land, Utah , 1961-1964. "' 0 
The coordinates of the points in Figure 4 are: 
M.ean sale value per acre 
19 
110 
296 
459 
1,097 
Mean assessment to sales 
ratio 
19.2 percent 
15.9 percent 
13.4 percent 
10. 3 percent 
7.4 percent 
The equation for the regression line was : 
Where 
The regression equation is: 
9 = 17 . 19 - . OlX 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The objectives of thi s study were to analyze and describe the 
agricultural real estate market with respect to recorded transfers 
of agricultural land. 
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There were 910 recorded "arms length" transfers of agricultural 
land in Utah from 1961 through 1964 with a tota l of 75 , 304.8 acres 
being transferred , The parcels averaged 82.75 acres with an average 
value of $8,435.30 per parcel. Size of parcel varied among the 
counties and geographical groups with over 70 percent of the parcels 
in the Northern Mountain and North Central groups being less than 30 
acres , whereas, less than 30 percent of the parcels transferred in 
the Western and Uintah groups were smaller than 30 acres , A possible 
reason for the large number of small parcels could be that over 78 
percent of all parcel s were used on a part-time bas i s or not f armed 
at all. 
The sellers indicated that a better alternative use of capital 
was their main reason for selling, A majority of buyers indicated 
they were buying for farm enlargement. 
According to law, assessed value of agricultural land should be 
based on the market value of the particular property i n question, A 
table was pres ented showing the average assessment to market value 
ratio for each county. The ratios r anged from a high of 24.0% in 
Grand County to a low of 6,5% in Daggett County. The table inc luded 
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assessment to market value ratios for the year of the sale and the 
two succeeding years, This was done in an attempt to identify changes 
in assessment due to transfers . Ten of the counties recorded no net 
change in assessment to market value ratio , indicating no prompt 
reassessment of transferred property. 
The sellers were an average of 7.82 years older than the buyers. 
This is probably an important reason for the transfer of property. 
Commercial banks, Farmers Home Administration, the sellers, and 
the Federal Land Bank accounted for approximately 85 percent of the 
total capital borrowed for financing purchases of the agricultural 
real estate included in this study. 
Through multiple regression and tabular analysis, size of parcel, 
distance to Salt Lake City and quality of land were found to be impor -
tant variables affecting market value per acre. Size of parcel was 
inversely related to market value per acre with small parcels having 
the highest values per acre. Distance to Salt Lake City was also 
inversely related to value, with the land nearest Salt Lake City 
being the most valuable . As expected, land quality was directly 
related to market values per acre, with the higher quality land being 
the most valuable, particularly in the rural areas of the state . 
Quality, size of parcel, and total value per parcel were indicated 
through multiple regression to be important variables affecting assess-
ment value per parcel. The presence of quality as an important factor 
indicates that assessors use quality as one of their bases of assess-
ment. 
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The assessment t o market value ratios were found to be inversely 
related to both sales value per parcel and sales value per acre . 
This means that high value parcels were under assessed in relation t o 
low value parcels . 
While some factors affecting value of farm land and assessed 
values were identified, more study is needed to fully analyze the 
efficiency and operations of the farm real estate market and assessment 
procedures. A more intensive study covering a smaller geographical 
area would help accomplish this. 
) 
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Appendix A 
Table 18. Transformation of independent variables for regression 
analysis of assessment-to - sales-value ratios of agricul-
tural land transferred, Utah, 1961 - 1964 
Variable 
name Independent variables 
X(l) Miles to Salt Lake City 
X(2) Miles to a city greater than 5,000 popula-
tion 
X(3) Size of parcel 
X(4) Total value 
X(5) Value per acre 
X(6) Improvement 
X(7) Improvement squared 
X(8) Quality 
X(9) Total assessment 
Transformation 
Inverse 
Inverse 
Log (natural) 
Linear 
Linear 
Linear 
Squared 
Linear 
Linear 
58 
Table 19. Regression analysis of assessment to sales value ratios 
of agricultural land transferred, Utah , 1961-1964 
Step R Deleted 
number Independent variables included square variable 
X(l)' X(2), X(3), X(4), X(5), X(6), 
X(7)' X(8), X(9) .19147 
X( 1), X(2), X(3), X(4) , X(5), X(7)' 
X(8) , X(9) .19146 X(6) 
X( 1), X(2), X(4), X(5), X(7)' X(8), 
X(9) .19145 X(3) 
4 X(l), X(2), X(4) , X(5), X(7), X(9) .19127 X(8) 
5 X(l)' X(2), X(4), X(5), X(9) ,1 9100 X(7) 
6 X(l), X(4), X(5), X(9) ,18900 X(2) 
X(4), X(5), X(9) .18229 X(l) 
8 X(4), X(9) . 16458 X(5) 
9 X(9) . 03405 X(4) 
Appendix B 
Table 20. Variation in selected factors by average sales value per acre , Utah, 1961-1964 
Miles to 
Average Number Quality Miles city of Acres Value Market Assessed Assessed 
value of of to 5 ,000 po~. per b per b value b value b to ma rketb per acre parcel s parcel a s.L . C.a or more parcel parcel per acre per acre value acre 
0- 24.9 45 8.8 141.8 10.8 240 . 0 $ 2,974 $ 12 $ 2 14.0 7. 
25-114.9 36 15.2 139.8 11.1 100.6 3 , 881 39 4 10.5 
50 - 99.9 31 21.0 109.7 12.6 53.6 4,147 77 12 15.7 
100-199.9 46 24.6 110.4 7 .5 34.1 4,446 130 18 13.9 
200 - 299.9 31 37.7 123.8 10 .o 38.4 9 ,461 247 37 15 . 2 
300-399.9 32 34.6 80.6 5.9 32.0 9,555 355 32 8 .9 
400 -499 . 9 6 7 . 3 136 . 3 4 . 3 37.7 3 , 225 444 48 10. 7 
500-599.9 19 29.9 70.5 6 . 9 12.1 6,445 534 62 11.7 
600-699.9 10 30 .0 71.1 3.1 15 .1 9 , 640 638 47 7.4 
700-799.9 5 21.6 32.9 1.3 13 . 9 4,684 766 38 4.9 
800-899.9 5 42.5 61.5 11.3 15 . 2 12,600 828 79 9 . 5 
900-999.9 7 39.6 56.8 12.7 20 . 6 19,143 931 28 3.0 
1,000-or more 26 30.8 40.9 5.6 11.6 15,163 1,311 66 5.0 
8 Simple average 
bWeighted average 
"' 
"' 
Table 21. Variations in selected factors by average sales value pEr parcel, Utah, 1961-1964 
Miles to 
Average Number Quality Miles city of Acres Va 1•Je Market Assessed Assessed 
value of of to 5,000 pog . per b per b value b value b to market b 
per acre parcels parcel a S.L.C.a or more parce l acre per acre per acre value ratio 
$ 0-499 32 5 . 6 130.3 ll.5 29 . 7 $ 285 $ 9 2 24.8 7. 
500 - 999 21 12 . 8 141.5 5. 0 19.3 69 7 36 6 16.3 
1,000- 1,999 41 21. 3 121.0 8 . 7 52 . 3 1' 31!2 26 4 15.9 
2,000- 2,999 36 18 . 6 99 . 3 10 . 8 63 . 1 2, 336 37 5 14 . 0 
3 ,000-3,999 28 29.8 106.8 6. 9 75 .1 3 , 381 45 7 15 . 3 
4 , 000 - 4 , 999 17 35 . 2 87 . 3 4.0 54 . 5 4 , 266 78 ll 14 . 0 
5 , 000 - 5 , 999 25 34.9 99 . 1 11.0 50 .0 5 , 173 104 14 13 . 2 
6,000 - 6 , 999 18 27 . 7 103.7 10 .1 70.1 6,208 89 9 9.8 
7,000 - 7 , 999 13 35 . 8 82 . 5 7. 8 75.3 7, 408 98 13 13 .1 
8 ,000-8 , 999 15 29.0 75 . 4 4 . 2 85 .4 8 , 346 98 10 10. 7 
9 ,000-9 , 999 3 17. 4 122.5 ll.8 87.7 9 , 500 108 31 28 . 7 
10,000-14, 999 30 28.8 88 .1 10. 6 58 . 9 12, 282 209 20 9 . 7 
15,000-19,999 10 27 . 9 77 . 9 5.2 142 .0 16,200 114 ll 9 . 9 
20 , 000 - 24 , 999 7 42.6 103 . 2 9.5 68 . 4 20,946 294 29 9 . 7 
25 , 000-49,999 9 30 . 6 101. 2 10 . 5 239 .4 31 , 881 133 12 9 .0 
50,000 - or more 4 22 . 1 72 . 3 13.7 377.1 68 , 662 182 8 4 . 4 
aSimple average 
bweighted average 
"' 0 
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